Recently, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), at the invitation of G20 countries, developed what it refers to as the new single global standard for the automatic exchange of information (AEOI) between key revenue authorities worldwide. This standard, if adopted by a country, would require the annual AEOI relating to financial accounts obtained from financial institutions and exchanged in a common reporting format or standard. Theoretically, the adoption of the AEOI standard on a global scale would equip all countries to address the illicit flow of money to locations which result in tax avoidance and other forms of non-compliance. However, the success of the AEOI standard relies on countries to be able to first, Studies have revealed that developing countries support the AEOI and view it as an opportunity to address illicit financial flows. However, the implementation of such a regime, according to the OECD, requires a sound legal framework, technical know-how, infrastructure and personnel capacity. Consequently, developing countries are most concerned about the lack of capacity to: (1) collect the information locally to allow full reciprocal information exchange; (2) analyse the information received; and (3) deal with information technology. The purpose of this article is to critically analyse the OECD's AEOI standard and assess the standard from the perspective of developing countries and emerging economies, including Global Forum members. It does so with the aim of revealing the "unique" administrative and enforcement issues which may arise for those countries and offering possible solutions. These possible solutions offered adopt a case study approach to the Asia-Pacific region.
collect and supply the information required and second, effectively use and benefit from the information provided to them. This means that such an adoption places an onerous administrative burden on a country and this is arguably especially the case for developing countries which do not have the same level of administrative resources and intellectual capital as developed countries.
Studies have revealed that developing countries support the AEOI and view it as an opportunity to address illicit financial flows. However, the implementation of such a regime, according to the OECD, requires a sound legal framework, technical know-how, infrastructure and personnel capacity. Consequently, developing countries are most concerned about the lack of capacity to: (1) collect the information locally to allow full reciprocal information exchange; (2) analyse the information received; and (3) deal with information technology. The purpose of this article is to critically analyse the OECD's AEOI standard and assess the standard from the perspective of developing countries and emerging economies, including Global Forum members. It does so with the aim of revealing the "unique" administrative and enforcement issues which may arise for those countries and offering possible solutions. These possible solutions offered adopt a case study approach to the Asia-Pacific region.
Introduction
Suggested measures to counter international tax avoidance and evasion are numerous. Many proposals focus on substantive regulatory and policy amendments to ensure that aggressive tax planning measures are adequately dealt with. Complementing such measures is the call for greater disclosure and reporting requirements. In particular, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), at the invitation of G20 countries, 1 has recently developed what it refers to as the new single global standard for the automatic exchange of information (AEOI) between key authorities worldwide. This standard, if adopted by a country, would require the annual AEOI relating to financial accounts obtained from financial institutions and exchanged in a common reporting format or standard. The OECD defines AEOI as the systematic and periodic transmission of "bulk" taxpayer information by the source country to the residence country concerning various categories of income. As of 23 July 2015, 56 jurisdictions have committed to undertaking their first exchanges by 2017, with another 38 indicating they would do so by 2018. 2 International tax cooperation is one dimension to international economic policy and it is vital that it be advanced in a meaningful way to address tax evasion if developed countries are to maintain their revenue base and developing countries are to become fiscally self-sustaining. While tax evasion is a problem for all jurisdictions, the problem is exacerbated for developing countries compared to developed countries. 3 Secrecy is one of the biggest factors enabling the illicit financial flows of funds from developing countries, and the lack of funds significantly contribute to the lack of basic human rights in many of these countries. 4 As such, increased global transparency is an important step in addressing revenue needs, corruption, tax evasion and fraud. 5 While exchange of information by request may in part address some of the issues, effective AEOI is likely to reap significant benefits, particularly in identifying 1 The G20 comprises Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, France, Germany, Indonesia, India, Italy, Japan, Korea undetected offshore income. As such, AEOI is seen as complementary to exchange of information upon request. 6 Theoretically, the adoption of the AEOI standard on a global scale would equip all countries with the ability to address the illicit flow of money to locations which result in tax avoidance. The principal purpose of exchanging information is to provide countries with information which allows them to protect their tax base and limit their exposure to revenue leakage. However, the success of the AEOI standard relies on countries being able to first, collect and supply the information required and second, effectively use and benefit from the information provided to them. This means that such an adoption places an onerous administrative burden on a country and this is arguably especially the case for developing countries which do not have the same level of administrative resources and intellectual capital as developed countries. Nor are these countries at the same existing standard as developed countries in terms of systems already in place for the exchange of information.
Studies have revealed that developing countries support the AEOI and view it as an opportunity to address illicit financial flows. 7 However, according to the OECD, 8 the implementation of such a regime requires a sound legal framework, technical know-how, infrastructure and personnel capacity. Consequently, developing countries are most concerned about the lack of capacity to:
(1) collect the information locally to allow full reciprocal information exchange; (2) analyse the information received; and (3) deal with information technology.
The purpose of this article is to critically analyse the OECD's AEOI standard and assess the standard from the perspective of developing countries and emerging economies, including Global Forum members. 9 It does so with the aim of revealing the "unique" administrative and enforcement issues which may arise for those countries and then offering some possible solutions. The focus of the article, in relation to these possible solutions, is on the Asia-Pacific region, being one which the authors are most familiar with. In this regard, the approach adopted is normative, recognising that any solutions need to be pragmatic to reflect both the political and practical constraints facing developing countries as they grapple with AEOI. 6 Ibid p 5. 7
See Knobel and Meinzer, above n 4. 8 See OECD, above n 3. 9
The Global Forum, with it 126 members, is an international body for ensuring the implementation of the internationally agreed standards of transparency and exchange of information in the tax area. See further www.oecd.org/tax/transparency/.
The remainder of this article is organised as follows. In the next section, the authors review the development of the mechanism of AEOI, and follow this in section 3 with an examination of the standard for AEOI and the concerns of developing countries. In section 4, the authors explore further the situation faced by developing countries when confronted with AEOI observing, through a case study approach of the Asia-Pacific region, that developing countries are not all similarly placed to deal with AEOI. By adopting this case study approach to the Asia-Pacific region, in section 5 the authors offer some possible solutions in addition to those currently under development. Concluding comments are provided in section 6.
The development of AEOI
International tax cooperation among countries is not new and for decades both developing and developed countries have recognised its importance. In fact, cooperation initiatives can be traced back to the 1920s when model tax conventions were first designed, with more sophisticated models developing over the years. 10 Traditionally, cooperation between countries was intended to prevent double taxation. However recently, the inadequacy of existing measures to deal with less than single taxation has become apparent. Currently, cooperation is seen as "critical in the fight against tax evasion and protecting the integrity of the tax systems" with the exchange of information seen as a key aspect of that cooperation. 11 In this context, whatever the source of cooperation, the aim is broadly the same -to prevent tax evasion, tax avoidance and aggressive tax competition. Arguably, one of the most effective ways to avoid double non-taxation and ensure that income from offshore capital is appropriately taxed is through administrative measures. This, in turn, requires an effective and uniform international exchange of information regime. 12 The OECD's proposed common reporting standard for AEOI aims to achieve this.
10 The League of Nations was established in 1919 with the aim of developing cooperation among nations and to guarantee them peace and security. One major initiative to encourage cooperation was to develop a draft Treaty on Mutual Administrative Assistance on Matters of Taxation in 1928. 11 See www.oecd.org/ctp/exchange-of-tax-information/automaticexchange.htm. 12 R Eccleston, "Revolution or evolution: sovereignty, the financial crisis and the governance of international taxation" (2011) Journal of Applied Law and Policy 13 at 15. As Eccleston notes, the alternative is to rely on information provided by the taxpayers themselves who have an incentive to underreport their income.
The role of the OECD in developing a common reporting standard
Recently, the most notable and influential response to international tax avoidance has come from, and been overseen by, the G20 with it adopting an enhanced role designed to achieve a coordinated global response. The G20 Summit, created in part as a reaction to the global financial crisis, has at each of its annual meetings discussed the need for international tax cooperation. 13 While as far back as 2009, the G20 indicated that it would "stand ready to take agreed action against those jurisdictions which do not meet international standards in relation to tax transparency", 14 it was not until 2013 that the OECD partnered with the G20 in relation to international tax matters. Specifically, the broad tax agenda of this partnership was articulated at the 2013 G20 St Petersburg Summit where members endorsed the OECD BEPS Action Plan, welcomed the establishment of the G20/OECD BEPS project, committed to the AEOI as the new global standard and, of particular significance to this article, acknowledged that developing countries should also be able to benefit from greater tax information exchange. The G20 Leaders' Declaration broadly outlined these outcomes and commitments from the St Petersburg Summit but left much of the technical work to the OECD. 15 On 19 April 2013, the G20 finance ministers formally endorsed AEOI as the new standard. 16 At their annual summit later in the same year, the G20 leaders also committed to AEOI and supported the joint work of the OECD and G20 to develop a single or common reporting standard for AEOI to be presented in 2014. 17 A rapid succession of events ensued. On 23 February 2014, the G20 finance ministers endorsed the newly designed common reporting standard for AEOI. Forty-four countries indicated that they would be prepared to be early adopters of the new 13 Although, it is arguable that the G20 had started to assert its authority prior to the GFC. As Spencer noted in 2006, "Some developing countries, such as through the Group of Twenty, have begun to assert their positions on trade matters more aggressively. This process has entailed organising, recognising the importance of the relevant issues, developing the necessary technical skills, gathering the applicable information, mobilising any necessary political support, and presenting their case in the appropriate forum": D Spencer, "The United Nations: a forum for global tax issues?" (2006) standard. This was followed by the OECD release of the full version of the common reporting standard on 21 July 2014. 18 It is this standard which countries are now expected to adopt. Broadly, it sets out:
■ the types of investment income, account balances and sale proceeds from financial assets which will need to be reported; ■ the financial institutions which need to report including banks, brokers, collective investment vehicles and insurance companies; ■ reportable accounts, including those held by individuals and entities with a requirement to look through passive entities to the ultimate controller; and ■ due diligence procedures to be followed by financial institutions to identify reportable accounts.
While the G20 had indicated its earlier commitment to developing countries in the AEOI process, the OECD made its position clear on 22 September 2014. At that stage, the OECD made a commitment to pursue efforts to curb multinational tax avoidance and offshore tax evasion in developing countries and, at the same time, deepen the involvement of those same countries in the OECD/G20 BEPS project. On the same day, the Global Forum delivered its roadmap to the G20 Development Working Group proposing a stepped approach to help developing countries transition to AEOI and a possible path for developing countries to take. 19 24 and the operational and transitional challenges of the staggered implementation. The handbook fails to mention any specific difficulties which may be encountered by developing countries in the implementation of the common reporting framework.
Parallel initiatives for information sharing and transparency
Often, the G20 and OECD's AEOI is confused with the BEPS program. 25 While there are obvious overlaps and the broad objective of addressing situations where less than single taxation has been incurred is the same, the common reporting standard for AEOI should be viewed as a separate, standalone, initiative. Transparency and disclosure measures are emerging from the BEPS program as demonstrated by the work being undertaken in:
■ action item 11 (establish methodologies to collect and analyse data on BEPS and the actions to address it); ■ action item 12 (require taxpayers to disclose their aggressive tax planning arrangements); and ■ action item 13 (re-examine transfer pricing documentation), and the recommendations coming from these action items will complement the information obtained through the common reporting standard.
However, the common reporting standard is in no way dependent on the work of the G20 and OECD in relation to BEPS. As such, it is likely that the common reporting standard will be seen as a forerunner to the disclosure recommendations coming out of BEPS. In particular, how both developed and developing countries deal with the challenges in relation to the implementation and operation of the common reporting standard for AEOI is likely to guide the G20 and OECD in relation to further transparency and disclosure measures. Further, many of the challenges faced by developing countries in relation to the common reporting standard will be similar to those in relation to country-by-country reporting proposed under action item 13. 26 It also seems that the G20 and OECD inclusionary approach and the treatment of developing countries on an equal footing in relation to the BEPS project may be a response to some of the perceived shortcomings of the consultation process for the development of the common reporting standard for AEOI.
One standard -many countries
The common reporting standard is designed to be a coordinated approach to AEOI between all countries, whether developed or developing. To be successful on a global scale and incorporate all types of economies, three key factors are required. First, a common standard on information reporting, due diligence and exchange of information must exist and be able to be implemented and applied by all countries. Second, a legal and operational basis needs to be implemented both globally and domestically for the exchange of information and that system must be both robust and adaptable. Third, common or compatible technical solutions need to be put in place to ensure that information sharing is effective. 27 Within each of these components, different countries will face unique challenges depending on various factors such as the relative sophistication of their legal system, administrative regime, technological ability and intellectual capital. The OECD recognises that these problems, where they arise, will be most acute in developing countries. It also recognises that developing countries share a concern about achieving practical implementation. 28 
Specific concerns of developing countries
The global scale of the OECD's proposed AEOI means that developing countries will be involved in its adoption. As such, prior to a consideration of the details of the common reporting standard for AEOI outlined in the OECD document, the specific concerns of developing countries need to be examined. Literature outlining potential concerns and difficulties for developing countries adopts a global rather than regional approach. As such, this discussion discusses the concerns of developing countries globally. However, as sections 4 and 5 of this article take on an Asia-Pacific focus, it should be noted that the region accounts for 25% of all developing countries and has 13 of the least developed countries globally. In other words, these are countries which are expected to face the greatest challenges in meeting the standards proposed by the OECD. 26 For details of the action items, see OECD, Action plan on base erosion and profit shifting, (OECD Publishing, 2013 It cannot be suggested that developing countries have been ignored in the considerations by the OECD and G20 around international tax issues, and specifically the implementation of the common reporting standard for AEOI. In particular, at the St Petersburg Summit in 2013, 29 G20 leaders took steps to establish an action plan to assist developing countries. This was done via a request to the Development Working Group (DWG) in conjunction with the Finance Track, to work with the OECD, the Global Forum and other international organisations to develop a roadmap to assist developing countries and report to the 2014 G20 Summit. Specifically, the DWG, led by the Global Forum Secretariat, was tasked to first, identify the obstacles that developing countries would need to overcome to successfully participate in the AEOI using the common reporting standard and second, consider steps that would need to be taken to assist these countries to meet the standard as established by the OECD. 30 Feeding into this work by the Global Forum, bodies such as the World Bank Group also recognised the key challenges faced by developing countries. In particular, the World Bank Group recognised the five key challenges as: 31 "[T]he urgency of other basic domestic reforms; high costs of information technology infrastructure; human resources needs for analysing and using received data efficiently; difficulty of making legislative changes; and limited awareness of exchange of information practices. "
Studies have revealed that developing countries themselves also have concerns about the common reporting standard. This is not to suggest they are not supportive of its introduction, as the case is quite the opposite. The actions of developing countries in their active participation of the project to date, along with previous studies, indicate that developing countries support the introduction of AEOI using the common reporting standard and that they recognise the significant advantages of its implementation. Knobel and Meinzer, in their report for the Tax Justice Network on AEOI for developing countries, found that it was consistently supported by both developing countries and countries which already had AEOI. 32 While their sample size was small (eight developing countries, and 11 countries with AEOI in place), responses were consistently positive with the advantages of greater revenue collection and tax evasion deterrence cited as reasons for its introduction. However, concerns, mainly focused around implementation and compliance, were also identified. Knobel and Meinzer report that the biggest concern of developing countries in the implementation and application of AEOI is their capacity to comply with the agreed requirements. In particular, their concerns centre on the need to establish local collection systems to allow for reciprocal exchange of information, the ability to analyse the information received, and the information technology requirements. 33 The need to keep information confidential will also be an agreed requirement of AEOI and is similarly seen as being a particularly pronounced issue for developing countries. The OECD emphasises that "countries need a high degree of comfort that the information is kept confidential both in law and in practice and is only used for the purposes allowed under the applicable exchange instrument". 34 As such, developed countries are likely to put pressure on developing countries to provide assurances as to confidentiality.
Consistent with the findings of Knobel and Meinzer, administrative concerns by developing countries are also seen as rating high, particularly the financial costs associated with information technology needs as well as human resources. 35 It is well known that developing countries have much less sophisticated information technology systems for the purposes of tax administration and also have less well trained staff. In addition to the administrative issues facing revenue authorities, administrative concerns and compliance costs will extend to financial institutions affected by the reporting requirements imposed.
Developed country genesis of the common reporting standard
While the OECD's proposal is the first time that there has been an attempt to implement a common reporting standard for AEOI on a global scale, there are earlier examples, which are developed nation focused, that provide the foundation for the current proposals. 36 These earlier examples provide context to the common reporting standard and highlight the fact that the current proposal builds on much of the existing disclosure requirements including bilateral treaties, 37 tax information exchange agreements (TIEAs) 38 Given this genesis, many developed countries are part of the programs which formed the basis of the current common reporting standard proposal, while very few developing countries are involved. Further, where there is involvement by developing countries, it tends to be limited to the supply of information rather than receipt and use of information. In particular, FACTA is a reporting requirement aimed at US citizens with foreign accounts and investments. From 1 July 2014, it requires foreign financial institutions to report to the Internal Revenue Service information about US accounts and their holders. Consequently, while several developing countries in the Asia-Pacific region such as India, the Philippines, and South Korea have signed agreements with the US, those agreements simply deal with the supply of information.
On the other hand, the EU Savings Directive, introduced with effect from 2015, which requires credit and financial institutions to provide information on interest income where it is earned in the EU and also certain non-EU countries for automatic exchange, involves no developing countries within the Asia-Pacific region.
Despite a limited and potentially homogeneous representation of countries within these programs, the full version of the common reporting standard for AEOI, designed to apply globally, was developed. It was released by the OECD on 21 July 2014 and provides the standard itself, along with a Model Competent Authority Agreement and commentary. 42
The proposed common reporting standard
As previously stated, AEOI involves the systematic and periodic transmission of bulk taxpayer information by the source country to the residence country concerning various categories of income. This AEOI will be done within a common reporting framework with each country adopting the common reporting standard being both a source and a residence country. Consequently, the current OECD proposal has two elements: first, the actual AEOI and second, the exchange of that information in a common format. The two components have their own advantages which, in theory, will be relevant to both developed and developing countries. It is for these reasons that developing countries support the adoption of the common reporting standard for AEOI. As such, the section below outlines the perceived theoretical benefits before considering implementation issues.
Theoretical benefits of the common reporting standard for AEOI
The overarching advantage of the common reporting standard is the standardisation of the information that is captured and exchanged as there is then the possibility of one technical solution which can be used by all countries for all reporting. Theoretically, this means that a developing country will be able to use the same systems as a developed country and can effectively leverage off the work done by those who are more advanced with the implementation and operation of AEOI. If successfully implemented, such a system will free up scarce tax administration resources which may be significant for developing countries. Further, reduced compliance costs are recognised for both reporting institutions and tax administrations. However, this necessarily assumes that a mechanism for exchange of information is currently in place, which is likely for developed countries but may not be the case with developing countries.
If effective, the common reporting standard for AEOI also has numerous substantive theoretical advantages for both developed and developing countries. It can provide timely information on non-compliance, detect cases of non-compliance where receiving countries had no indication of the non-compliance, act as a deterrent thereby increasing voluntary compliance, educate taxpayers about their reporting responsibilities, and, in some cases, allow for the pre-filling of tax returns. 43 In fact, many of these advantages are likely to significantly benefit developing countries more so than developed countries given the base from which developing countries are operating within the realm of tax avoidance. However, to achieve successful outcomes from the AEOI, data distributed to the receiving country must be able to be matched and used within a domestic administration, that is, information needs to be aligned. It is for this reason that a common reporting standard has been developed. These theoretical benefits also assume that developing countries have been able to achieve practical implementation of the common reporting standard.
Implementation of the common reporting standard
Ultimately, for the theoretical benefits to convert to practical benefits, AEOI first requires collection mechanisms, and this is where difficulties begin to surface for developing countries. The usual practice is for source countries to collect the information on a routine basis and pass the information on to allow tax authorities in residence countries to verify the accurate reporting of foreign source income by its residents. 44 As simple as this may appear, the implementation, administration and compliance requirements are highly complex for countries which have not begun to consider such a regime. There is the process of AEOI itself, along with due diligence requirements and also legal and regulatory requirements. To this end, developed countries are much more likely to have been involved in the history of the development of exchange of information and be participating in some form of exchange already. The proposed model discusses all of the elements, each of which potentially highlights difficulties for developing countries. The AEOI involves seven broad steps, as set out in Step 7
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Steps 1 to 4, as set out in the above figure, are undertaken by the sending country, while steps 5 to 7 are undertaken by the receiving country. range from a manual process to sophisticated automatic matching systems. At any stage, feedback can also be given to the sending country by the receiving country. Within the stepped framework, it is necessary to consider which entities must report, what must be reported, which accounts are covered and the due diligence process for ensuring compliance. Rather than the process of automatically exchanging information, these are the elements of the common reporting standard which can, in theory, be done on a different basis for different countries. However, in the authors' view, it is the common reporting standard which is the most significant advancement in the exchange of information under the OECD proposed model.
Under the common reporting standard, the financial information required to be reported is broad ranging and covers investment income such as interest and dividends, as well as reporting requirements for account balances in order to address hidden capital. Specifically, interest, dividends, account balance or value, income from certain insurance products, sales proceeds from financial assets and other income generated with respect to assets held in the account or payments made in respect of the account will need to be reported. 46 A look-through approach is adopted in relation to account holders subject to reporting. Reportable accounts will include those of individuals and entities with a requirement to look through those entities which are passive to also report the relevant controlling persons. 47 The financial institutions required to report include custodial institutions, depository institutions, investment entities and specified insurance companies, unless they present a low risk of being used for evading tax and are excluded from reporting. 48 Robust due diligence requirements are necessary to ensure that accounts and account holder information is identified. The OECD's common reporting standard divides due diligence requirements into four categories: pre-existing individual accounts, new individual accounts, pre-existing entity accounts and new entity accounts. For pre-existing individual accounts, financial institutions will be required to review all accounts and, depending on whether the account is classified as low value or high value, either consider documentary evidence of residence or extend procedures to include a paper record search and an actual knowledge test. New accounts will be subject to self-certification. Where there are pre-existing entity accounts, the financial institution will need to determine whether the entity itself is a reportable person and whether the entity is a passive entity thereby requiring an investigation into the residence of controlling persons, either by considering available information or self-certification. Jurisdictions may opt to allow their financial institutions to apply a de minimis test (US$250,000) if considered appropriate. The same assessments will need to be undertaken for new entity accounts. 49 Finally, the AEOI requires a legal basis to operate and again, developing countries are likely to be much less prepared for such a basis than developed countries. Traditionally, the required legal framework has been achieved using double tax agreements (DTA) which incorporate art 26 of the OECD's and UN's Model Tax Conventions or art 6 of the Convention on Mutual Administrative Assistance in Tax Matters. 50 However, the OECD proposes that countries sign a competent authority agreement which will then allow the sharing of information under existing arrangements. This is only the first step as the common reporting standard will be required to be translated into domestic law in order to impose obligations on the reporting entities. As such, where agreements are reciprocal, which is the aim of the common reporting standard, countries need to have in place both the domestic legal framework and the administrative capacity to ensure that as a sending country material can be collected and as a receiving country material can be used effectively. At each of the specific stages, developing countries have concerns and face hurdles. However, it is this last stage, relating to domestic implementation, which is likely to cause the most problems and be where developing countries need the most assistance.
Current support to address the concerns
The previous section outlined the theoretical benefits and components to the common reporting standard as well as the likely difficulties in transforming those theoretical benefits into practical benefits for developing countries. The OECD recognises that the successful implementation of AEOI requires "knowledge, political will, information technology human resources, legal frameworks, rigorous confidentiality and data protection safeguards and resources dedicated to ensuring information received is put to effective use". 51 Various suggestions have been offered to assist developing countries in the implementation of the common reporting standard for AEOI. Familiar suggestions include a commitment to funds from developed countries, training and technology support, and non-reciprocity provisions to allow developing countries to only receive information rather than have to supply it as well.
Current support can be divided into two categories: first, the development of a high level implementation policy by the OECD to broadly address the concerns of developing countries and actions needs to address those concerns; and second, the practical ground level or grass roots assistance offered by various international organisations and developed countries.
49 Ibid, 16. 50 EU member countries also enact domestic laws to implement ER directives which provide for exchange of information. 51 Ibid, 3.
Global Forum roadmap
On 5 August 2014, the Global Forum delivered its report to the G20 DWG outlining a roadmap for developing country participation in the AEOI. 52 This roadmap focuses on general themes and challenges and proposes a stepped approach to help developing countries move to an AEOI system. It also outlines the assistance various international organisations and G20 countries can take to support developing countries. The discussion above which outlines the functional requirements of the common reporting standard for AEOI, while outlining implementation requirements, does little in the way of describing and aiding the implementation processes. However, before developing countries are even faced with the challenges of applying the standard, effective implementation must occur.
The OECD roadmap for developing country participation provides four key principles to assist in the implementation of the common reporting standard for AEOI. First, based on the recognition that each jurisdiction will be starting from a different base, a tailor-made approach for each jurisdiction will be applied. Second, domestic synergies should be achieved with domestic resource mobilisation and capacity building. Third, sufficient time should be allowed, taking into account the capacity building required. Fourth, a priority should be to focus on developing countries which are also financial centres to ensure that there is advancement towards a truly global system. 53 Implementation, which was discussed in section 3.3.2, requires four separate steps to be taken, all of which impose considerable costs on developing countries. First, the reporting and due diligence requirements must be translated into domestic law. Second, countries must decide on a legal basis for the exchange of information, whether through double tax agreements or the Multilateral Convention on Mutual Administrative Assistance in Tax Matters and, in addition, a Model Competent Authority Agreement set out in the standard. Third, administrative and technology infrastructure needs to be put in place to enable both the collection and exchange of information. Fourth, confidentiality and data safeguards need to be put in place at both a legal and operational level. 54 While the Global Forum roadmap is useful in terms of identifying high level problems, it does little in the way of offering "grass roots" solutions and assistance towards achieving the four separate steps outlined above. There are, however, some examples of this occurring.
"Grass roots" assistance
On 10 May 2012, the OECD launched its concept of Tax Inspectors Without Borders designed to help developing countries bolster their domestic revenues by making their tax systems fairer and more effective. On 13 July 2015, the initiative was launched with the objective of transferring tax audit knowledge and skills to tax administrations in developing countries through a real time, "learning by doing" approach. 55 The OECD has also stated that it would establish an independent foundation that provides international auditing expertise and advice to help developing countries better address tax base erosion, including tax evasion and avoidance. 56 This seems to demonstrate the change in strategic direction of the OECD towards a more global, rather than member-based, approach.
Various other international bodies have recognised the need for greater international tax cooperation. In December 2010, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) launched its Topical Trust Fund on Tax Policy and Administration aimed at financing technical assistance to contribute to the development of tax systems in 12 low and lower-middle income countries, using the IMF fund's expertise and infrastructure. 57 The IMF also provides its members with technical assistance on request. Other organisations such as the World Bank Group also offer technical assistance to its members as part of a broader public sector development program. 58 Regional development banks such as the African Development Bank, Asian Development Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank, also provide technical assistance to developing countries. 59 The Global Forum is encouraging developing countries to apply for membership, volunteer for a pilot project, work on developing the building blocks towards the common reporting standard for AEOI, and in due course, implement the standard and undergo peer review. The Global Forum and World Bank will continue to build awareness of AEOI, develop resource materials and undertake one or more pilot projects. G20 members will work alongside developing countries in a partnership-like 
Developing countries -not all the same
It was established in the discussion above that developing countries are supportive of the common reporting standard for AEOI. It was also demonstrated that there are varying levels of concern about the implementation and operation of the regime.
Further compounding the problems is the fact that developing countries have competing tax reform priorities. 64 engaging in the AEOI and recently signed agreements with other countries to do so. However, this is not the case with many developing countries and as such, can be explained by the fact that developing countries should not be considered to represent a single category. The Global Forum recognises that low income countries have particularly acute needs in term of implementing the common reporting standard for AEOI 65 but goes no further in categorising developing countries.
Consequently, it is helpful to review how developing countries or nations are categorised, partly to gain an appreciation of how many countries come within the category, but also to recognise that the group is not static. Developing countries are defined according to their gross national income (GNI) per capita per year. According to the World Bank, countries with a GNI of US$11,905 and less per capita are defined as developing (as for the period 1 January to 31 December 2015). 66 As of July 2025, 135 countries are deemed to be developing by the World Bank using the GNI data. 67 Given the substantial number of developing countries globally, and that the authors are located within the Asia-Pacific region, this article adopts a case study approach to solutions for those countries within this region, which the authors argue is significant in terms of the successful implementation of the common reporting standard for AEOI. While such an approach excludes Africa, which is considered to have the poorest and the most in need of the developing countries, within the Asia-Pacific region, there are 25 developing countries in Asia and 11 in the Pacific, totalling 36 countries (approximately 25% of all developing countries). 68 By aggregating the World Bank list of Asia-Pacific developing countries with the OECD list of AEOI status commitments, we obtain a clearer picture as to the current position of the adoption of the common reporting standard for AEOI within the region. The list of Asia-Pacific developing countries, along with their AEOI status as at 23 July 2015, appears in Table 1 69 China, India and Indonesia are also members of the G20, reflecting in part the absolute size of their economies, but also the need for a closer relationship between developed and developing countries.
Degrees of sophistication
Of the developing countries set out in Table 1 globally. An analysis of the AEOI status indicates that none of the least developed countries in the region have committed to the common reporting standard for AEOI. Seven developing countries within the region have committed to implementation, with three of those (China, India and Indonesia) being members of the G20.
Least developed countries are expected to face the greatest challenges in meeting the standards proposed for AEOI by the OECD and G20 and, therefore, are arguably in the greatest need of assistance. It may also explain in part their reluctance to commit to the implementation of AEOI. However, the more fundamental question that needs to be considered is: why should developing countries be concerned about AEOI and its associated requirements? One key issue is that developing countries depend on tax earned on income sourced in their jurisdiction by multinational enterprises (MNEs), with the risk that MNEs may look to invest elsewhere, and that developing countries may be missing out on opportunities in collecting tax that is due to them. Furthermore, there is some evidence to support perceptions that developing countries are synonymous with corruption, illicit trade, and overall deficiencies in core infrastructure. In addition to the benefits that AEOI will bring to developing countries, in this new world of AEOI, these same countries should expect to receive requests from other jurisdictions (both developing and developed countries) for information, and to become a party to the new standard of AEOI. As such, even if these countries are not proactive in adopting AEOI themselves, it is likely that it will be expected by other countries.
Developing countries' tax administrations need assistance in identifying potential cases for investigation and to generate information to help respond to global tax threats and international schemes. Developing countries also need assistance in expanding their ability to effectively implement bilateral and multilateral agreements to allow AEOI with other countries. However, just how this will occur is a major issue that needs to be considered. The G20 and OECD, through the Global Forum, provide opportunities for this assistance, but are viewed as primarily interested in the 70 Data is from the UN's World Economic Situation and Prospects (WESP) data set based on the situation as at the end of 2014, using the World Bank's Atlas Method (dated 1 July 2015). Those countries in italics are the least developed (defined as having GNP per capita of $US1,045 or less). For less developed, GNP per capita is defined as being $4,125 or less.
matters facing developed countries. While the OECD and G20 are reaching out, more practical and potentially long-standing support may come from various regional and organisational administration groupings that incorporate developing countries.
Regional and organisational groupings
Regional groupings of tax administrators are becoming increasingly important in terms of administration capacity building. Notable regional groupings include the African Tax Administration Forum, the Association of Tax Australia, New Zealand, the OECD and the World Bank all made a number of presentations to this conference, and continued their offer of support to PITAA members with regard to tax administration and OECD initiatives, including the common reporting standard for AEOI. One area that PITAA is currently assisting its members is through benchmarking national tax administrations against the requirements of the model tax office, which will be vital to implementing AEOI.
All of these Pacific Island nations are least developed countries, and likely to be some of the countries that are the most challenged by AEOI expectations. The OECD acknowledges that issues with the common reporting standard for AEOI facing developing countries include the complexity of the standard, the costs (information technology, human resources and legal changes required), competing priorities and the need to build substantial capacity (as outlined in a Global Forum survey 76 ). To that end, they will require sustained support from developed countries in the region, along with the OECD and the G20. While SGATAR members have come together to meet once a year, this new taskforce will provide year-round support to SGATAR members. A valuable feature of SGATAR in relation to implementing AEOI in the developing country members is that Australia, Japan, Korea (Rep), New Zealand, and Singapore will be able to share their expertise and experience as developed countries that are committed to AEOI and also members of the OECD.
Another regional cooperative framework on taxation in the Asia-Pacific region is the ASEAN Forum on Taxation, established by the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN). 82 This forum is intended to be a platform to support regional dialogue on taxation issues for regional integration, particularly related to withholding tax and double taxation. In April 2011, the ASEAN finance ministers 83 In order to discuss this and other issues, they established an ASEAN Forum on Taxation which involves the tax authorities of member states. The ASEAN Forum met in 2011. 84 Outside of the AEOI context, Sharkey proposes ASEAN as a regional tax organisation as a further step towards economic and fiscal development in the region, as well as a radical way to overcome many of the challenges of international taxation. 85 With ASEAN being a well-established regional organisation, it too may play a key role in assisting its developing country members in grappling with AEOI.
A further regional organisation is the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), which has been promoting regional cooperation on tax issues. SAARC has a Limited Multilateral Agreement While there is an active agenda for work in the tax area, with the limited membership and broad scope of this organisation, it may not lend itself well to being a key player in assisting developing countries to enhance their ability to work with AEOI beyond its membership.
The OECD, through the Global Forum, has included the African Tax Administration Forum as part of the technical working groups and participating in the Committee for Fiscal Affairs. The OECD is also setting up regional networks of tax policy and administration officials to be part of a structured dialogue with a wider group of developing countries. These groups are to be based in Africa, Asia, Latin America, the Caribbean, French speaking countries, Central Europe and the Middle East. One region not specifically identified by the OECD is the Pacific; while it may be assumed they will be included within Asia, most countries in the Pacific are very small and culturally different to developing countries in Asia. This apparent "gap" may suggest that Australia and New Zealand will need to provide a leading role in supporting these small Pacific developing countries, although the role of PITAA will also be crucial.
Further possible solutions

The challenges
The OECD recognises that many developing countries are not in a position to benefit from AEOI. 89 Its recent survey indicated that only three developing countries currently send information automatically compared to 50 developed countries, and 17 developing countries had received information automatically but had limited capacity to match and use the information. 90 The Global Forum's roadmap highlights the steps that can be taken by different stakeholders. The developing countries themselves are stakeholders in the process, but need assistance from other stakeholders such as the Global Forum and/or G20 and other developed countries. In particular, it is suggested that G20 and other developed countries should encourage Global Forum membership, raise awareness in the region, partner to provide data, partner to provide knowledge and/or funding and to support pilot projects. 91 In this part of the article, the authors offer some possible solutions for the Asia-Pacific region. challenging issues such as securing the domestic revenue base by dealing with large informal sectors and illicit activities. Potentially of greatest concern to effective implementation of AEOI is the preparedness of the least developed and low income developing countries. For some developing countries, their administrations are still paper-based and transitioning to electronic platforms requires substantial work and time (or perhaps they are not even at a point yet to contemplate electronic systems). For others, there is a need for extensive modernisation of their information technology infrastructure so as to enable or support AEOI. Of fundamental importance is the need for this infrastructure to have sufficient compatibility with systems in other countries for which they may need to exchange information. Tax authorities in developing countries are frequently under-resourced both in terms of staff numbers and staff with the appropriate skills. In many cases, the tax administrations are spread across large geographical areas, which create challenges within the organisation.
Similar to developed countries, an issue facing developing countries is how do they ensure the confidentiality of information they have received? This will require, in most instances, substantial resources to develop and implement changes to domestic laws to reflect the international standard.
One suggestion from the G20's International Tax Symposium 92 is for developed countries to automatically exchange information with developing countries on a non-reciprocal basis as a pilot, perhaps for a transitional period to start. However, this would still require developing countries to have adequate safeguards to maintain the confidentiality of information, and to be able to effectively use the information they have received so as to gain some benefit from it. Further, developing countries are likely to feel pressure to conform to what is becoming internationally accepted and experience adverse consequences if the common reporting standard for AEOI is not adopted. Members of the international community who do adopt the standard may treat non-conforming countries differently and/or perceive those countries as being uncooperative. The negative effects on both competitiveness and reputation are likely to force developing countries into a position of adoption, without necessarily having the means to do so. The authors now turn to offer some possible solutions.
Regional groupings with a leader
Focusing on the two regions of developing countries examined in this article, Asia has a number of potential organisations with a "leader" that could advance the case for the common reporting standard for AEOI within the members of that region. For example, ASEAN, as mentioned previously, represents ten Asian countries, all apart from Brunei and Singapore are developing countries. Economic integration is one of the aims of ASEAN, with the end goal being a single unified market comparable to the European Union (EU). 93 As discussed earlier, Sharkey uses this mandate as the foundation for a proposed South East Asian Regional Tax Organisation (SEARTO) which would contribute towards economic integration of ASEAN countries, but not seek political harmonisation as is seen in the EU. 94 The motivation for such a change is the interconnected nature of the regional economies, with globalisation and the elimination of harmful regional tax competition argued to be better served by the establishment of a SEARTO. Furthermore, Sharkey proposes the establishment of a "regional" concept of source and residence, not restricted by national or geographical borders. 95 Sharkey then proposed that a regional common tax rate be set, with the administration and collection of SE Asian taxes being undertaken by the SEARTO before being distributed to the various countries. 96 Sharkey's proposal extends far beyond what would be necessary to assist ASEAN members to utilise AEOI, and indeed is a radical proposal. 97 Nevertheless, should something akin to Sharkey's proposal emerge, it would serve the ASEAN members well in meeting the AEOI standard. Singapore has the potential to be a leader in ASEAN, being a member of the OECD and having a well-developed tax administration. Nevertheless, with the variance of sophistication of tax administrations with ASEAN and individual members' aspirations, it is difficult to see that Singapore could be an effective leader of ASEAN. Furthermore, the world does not yet appear to be ready for the emergence of regional taxing authorities, although less formalised regional groupings of tax administrators may serve as useful vehicles for assisting member countries with implementing AEOI.
In this regard, SGATAR seems much better placed as an organisation to advance the readiness for AEOI for a number of Asian (and some Pacific) countries. Australia, Japan, Korea (Rep), New Zealand and Singapore collectively (perhaps through some rotational basis) would be well placed to lead this group in support of the developing country members, if only initially in regard to effective AEOI implementation.
Likewise PITAA is the most appropriate grouping for Pacific nations, although it has no developed countries within its membership. In that regard, Australia and New Zealand would be obvious candidates to provide a mentoring role to PITAA's members, perhaps formalising the current arrangements of technical support and education. PITAA will require greater support from without than within, when compared to SGATAR, for example, in supporting its members.
Developed country mentoring
As part of educating developing countries with respect to AEOI, observer status may be granted in a project whose information is foreseeably relevant to the developing country's compliance activity. This, in turn, could lead to developed countries mentoring the observer thereby extending the educational role to live cases. One such example within the G20 is Australia forming a mentoring relationship with the Philippines. Within the Pacific, New Zealand has traditionally had a close relationship with most of the Pacific nations, including in particular the Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Timor-Leste, and Tonga, and could undertake a mentoring role with one or more of these nations.
Developing countries expanding their network of agreements and joining multilateral agreements
Developing countries could look to build on what are usually very limited networks of DTAs and TIEAs. The former is particularly important with regard to their major trading partners, and the latter if they are looking to join the Global Forum. The Multilateral Convention on Mutual Administrative Assistance in Tax Matters would assist developing countries in expanding their networks, but for many, they will not have the necessary infrastructure and expertise in their tax administrations to meet their membership obligations. Thus, this should be considered a medium-term approach in conjunction with utilising their membership of regional tax associations, and follow after effective mentoring from developed countries in the region, and also effective leadership through the work of regional-based organisations of tax administrations concerning AEOI.
Conclusion
AEOI has emerged as the new global standard in exchange of information between countries. The common reporting standard is a critical aspect of AEOI with regard to assisting each country to make the best use of information and that it is provided in a consistent manner to facilitate its use by countries. In this article, the authors have traced the major developments in AEOI and the development of the common reporting standard. The focus has been on the implications for developing countries, which to date have received minimal attention in the literature and by the proponents of AEOI, namely the Global Forum and the G20.
Steps are now being made to recognise the challenges faced by developing countries, although they have largely been considered to be homogeneous with respect to the issues they face and their preparedness for implementing AEOI. The authors have sought to make the point that developing countries are not all facing the same degree of challenges with respect to AEOI, and indeed for many, AEOI is not a high priority. Furthermore, the focus on AEOI by the OECD has largely been on African countries, where work is beginning with AFTA. The article, through a case study approach, has focused on the Asia-Pacific area, partly due to this area having less attention paid to it by the OECD, but also because it is one that the authors are most familiar with.
The analysis has demonstrated that many of the Asia-Pacific developing countries are among the least developed, and therefore expected to face greater challenges in grappling with understanding the implications of the common reporting standard for AEOI for their tax administrations and what they need to do to modify their domestic laws to enable effective AEOI. A key facilitator for Asia-Pacific developing countries will be the existing groups of tax administration organisations in these regions, in particular SGATAR and PITAA, as well as potentially ASEAN and SAARC. Critical to the effective assistance for these organisations will be the OECD members of SGATAR (Australia, Japan, Korea (Rep), New Zealand and Singapore), and the indirect assistance to PITAA from Australia and New Zealand (especially their tax administrations). Within ASEAN, Singapore may be able to take a lead with regard to AEOI, and SAARC will need to look to external assistance as all of its members are developing countries.
This article is not without its limitations. Unsurprisingly, the area of AEOI and the common reporting standard is far from static and as such, almost the moment this article is complete, there will be further developments. Inevitably, with the vast amount of material in this area, there will be information that has been overlooked which may provide further insights and suggest modifications to the authors' suggested potential solutions. Nevertheless, the article seeks to contribute to the solution(s) to assisting developing countries' preparedness for effective use of AEOI. Furthermore, the analysis is based on publicly available information and the authors' knowledge of the Asia-Pacific area; as such, the authors are not able to bring insights from confidential discussions and reports within any of the organisations referred to in the article.
In terms of future research, there remains considerable scope in this area, not only to examine the ongoing developments in this area, but also to extend the analysis to other regional groupings of developing countries, especially Africa. In due course, it will be important to assess the experiences of developing countries with using AEOI, although this may be several years in the future.
